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Commenter: Herman Maestas, Idaho

Response to Comments:

A.&D. In Chapter 3, Section 3.8, Comparison of Alternatives, the EIS states that the impacts for
most categories are small or nonexistent for all alternatives.  Since 1957, the Navy has
safely shipped over 660 containers of spent nuclear fuel from the shipyards and prototype
sites to the Naval Reactors Facility.  All of the shipments were made safely by rail and
without release of radioactivity.  Since any container alternative selected for dry storage and
transportation (either by rail, heavy-haul truck, or a combination of both) must meet the
requirements of 10 CFR Part 71, Packaging and Transportation of Radioactive Material, and
10 CFR Part 72, Licensing Requirements for the Independent Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel
and High-Level Waste, other containers can also be used safely and reliably.

B.&C. In Appendix A, Section A.2.4, Analysis Results: Normal Operations, the EIS shows that the
radiological impacts for dry storage are small at all of the locations evaluated.  The
commenter is correct that costs will be greater if shipments between the Expended Core
Facility and other areas are required.  In addition, Chapter 5 and Appendix F of the EIS
discuss the increased environmental impacts, including seismic concerns, associated with
placing a dry storage facility at undeveloped locations.  The preferred alternative, described
in Chapter 3, Section 3.9 does not include construction of a dry storage area at the locations
originally thought to be removed from above the Snake River Plain Aquifer, partly because
the hydrologic connection of these locations to the Aquifer removes any advantage they
might have presented.

D. See the response to Comment A above.


